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Chief Justice Delivers State of Judiciary Speech

“Counsel, Computers, Compensation, and a Few Words About Dimpled Chads"

I ndiana Chief Justice, Randall T. Shepard, delivered his State of the Judiciary Speech before the
I ndiana General Assembly on January 22, 2001. Thefollowingisadigest of thecontent. Thefull speech
is posted on our website at www.state.in.us/judiciary.

In the last few days we have cel-
ebrated the peaceful transfer of themost
powerful office in the world, and the
largest inauguration in Indianahistory.

Thesecel ebrationsoccur whenwe
have seldom had it so good. | jointhe
sentiment expressed by Governor
O'Bannon that thereisevery reasonto
moveforward building abetter Indiana.

In that spirit, | come to report on
the state of our judiciary. There are
three areas where we need to focus:
computers, counsel, and compensa-
tion, andthen I'll say something about
dimpled chads.

Courtsand the Information Revolution

Thecentral missionof thejudicia
systemisfinding truth, giving justice,
and seeing that people get what they
are entitled to. Carrying out these de-
cisions makes for a lot of important
paper.

We have made great progress in
bringing order to this mountain of in-
formation. The people who rely on
court information now have a better
chance of finding and understanding
court records.

Indiana’ scountieshave spent mil-
lions bringing this materia into the
information age. Butfor all themoney
we have spent, our world does not
work as efficiently as the credit card

industry. If a judge in Kokomo sus-
pends the license of a drunk driver
who hurts someone, and the policein
Anderson stop him the following
week, they may let him go because
the order suspending the license fre-
guently does not show up in the
computer for weeks.

This occurs because there has
never been any central coordination
of the way court data is collected,
displayed, and conveyed.

This cold reality, and its conse-
guences, have led us to devise a
strategy to correct these problems
under the leadership of Justice Frank
Sullivan and the Judicial Technology
and Automation Committee.

There is an upside to moving
ahead: judgeswill beabletotell when
people who come to court owe tax
money or fines, or if they arewanted.

We appreciate the willingness of
Governor O’ Bannon and the Budget
Committee to recommend that we
make an investment to remedy this
situation. And we thank Chairman
Bauer and Representative Cochran
for including it in the budget bill.

Borrowing a famous phrase, my
requestisthis. “Giveusthetools, and

we will finish the job.”

Lawyersfor People Who are too Poor

There are no higher values in
Indiana’ s courtsthan truth and justice
under law. For more than a hundred
years, Indiana has held to the ideal
that in a decent society someone
charged with a crime should not go to
trial without alawyer just because he
or sheis poor.

Of coursg, if thisright of counsel
isreal, it must meanyou havealawyer
withtimeand talent. A lack of quality
representation in capital cases has
brought some states embarrassing pub-
licity.

But that story was not repeated in
Indiana. Decisionsof thislegidature,
this Supreme Court, this Governor
and his predecessors, have created a
model for indigent death penalty rep-
resentation.

But the quieter and for most
people more pertinent progress that
Indiana has made relates not to the
dozen capital cases a year but to the
280,000 felony and misdemeanor
cases filed yearly. Many involve
people who cannot afford a lawyer.
During the last two years, officialsin
many countieshave upgraded thequal -
ity of representation.

continued on page 2
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Thismoveto improve access to justice has never been
popular and this advancement has cost money. But | think
Hoosiers want people to have competent lawyers. Gover-
nor O’ Bannon, the Budget Committee, and many legislators
have made good on this commitment to the counties.

It will keep Indiana out of the headlines that have
plagued other states and instead mark us as a place that
works hard at doing justice for all.

Yes, Compensation

Even more than most organizations, courts depend on
the talents and wisdom of two public officersat the heart of
the legal system, judges and prosecutors.

Attracting and retaining qualified people requires that
we offer remuneration sufficiently competitive with the
private market.

For judges and prosecutors, the gap between the public
and private sector has widened every year. This has not
been the case anywhere else. During the last four years,
private sector and public sector wages have grown at a
respectable pace. But the only full-time employeesin the
state’ s workforce of over 35,000 who have not had araise
over thelast four yearsarethe judges and prosecutors. Our
state, the fourteenth largest in the nation is 42™ in pay for
trial judges.

This has made a difference in whom we can recruit.
During the elections last fall, in eighty percent of the
judicial races, oneparty or the other could not find alawyer
willing to take the office.

Competition from the private sector isamajor reason.
In Marion County, the principal law firmswill pay Class of
2001 law grads about the same amount of money in their
first year of work aswe pay trial judges.

| believe that the political difficulty of dealing regu-
larly with this task demands that we do what other states
have done. We must create a mechanism that operates on
an organized basis, functioning to make small inflationary
adjustmentsin public salaries. The compensation commis-
sion hill passed twice last year by the Senate was a good
way todothis. | support it completely, and urge the House
to takeit up this year.

And, Dimpled Chads

None of us have lived through such a period as the
post-Presidential election weeks of 2000. Thisastounding
national civicslesson emphasized theimportance of voting
and running avoting system that befits agreat democracy.

Let me mention two things | make of our recent
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experience. First, | took some pride in the fact that people
deeply involved in Florida so often pointed to a state that
seemed to have a better system: Indiana.

Indiana’ s reforms have not just positioned us better to
deal with state-wide or multi-county election contests, they
have also had apositive effect inindividual countieslast fall.

During adramatic, historic moment — one of the U.S.
Supreme Court Justices asked of the combating lawyers,
“ S0, you think asystem like Indiana swould pass constitu-
tional muster?’ and the lawyer responded, “I1t would be a
fine start.”

My other reaction was not so uplifting. As ajudge, |
wish it hadn’t happened at all.

Judges hold the strong conviction that courts should
have as little role as possible in the processes that lead to
electing aPresident, or any other public official. Theseare
democratic moments.

| know eleven of the sixteen members of the Florida
Supreme Court and the U.S. Supreme Court. | believe all
wish those cases had never arrived because these cases
inevitably produced predictions about how each judge
might vote based on his or her party or the president or
governor who made the appointment.

Surely it istrue that all of those justices started some-
place; indeed most judges started someplace. Justice
Sherman Minton was a New Deal Democratic Senator,
Chief Justice Richard Givan was a Republican member of
thislegislature in the 1960s, Justice Boehm and | both ran
for office. A judge, they sometimes say, is a lawyer who
once knew a governor. Fair enough.

The public expectsthat judges will hear and apply law
and dojusticeregardliessof whoyou are, what you' reworth,
or what party you belong to. Good judges do as much as
human beings can to make good on that expectation.

And, really, when al the dust had settled, the members
of the Florida Supreme Court had ruled twicefor Mr. Bush
and twice for Mr. Gore. And the Supreme Court in Wash-
ington issued itsfirst decision by aunanimous vote and its
second decision with five Republicans voting one way and
two voting the opposite and with one of the Democrats
votingwith Bush ontheapplicablelaw. All werestriving to
do the best that mere mortals can to deliver justice under
law for our country, putting personal preferences and party
to one side.

Thisstriving must command the allegiance of al mem-
bers of the judiciary. | tell you that we will spend 2001
trying to make that happen in Indiana courtrooms.
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New Statistical Information Needed in 2002 and New Weighted

Caseload Study

Duringthefall Judicial Conferenceat French Lick, theJudicial Administration Committeeof the
IndianaJudicial Conferencekicked off itsnew project, theupdateand refining of the Weighted Casel oad

Study.

In the first phase of the study, more than 200 judicial
officers volunteered to participate by keeping time records of
their activities. The second phase of the study entails a
verification process during which Dr. Brian Vargas and staff
from the Indiana University Public Opinion Lab will travel to
counties and examine actual court records.

Theprojectinvolvesareeval uation of theweightsof many
existing casetypes. Also, asaresult of considerableinput from
trial judges, the Committee became convinced that anumber of
the case type categories are too broad and should be broken
down in order to provide more accurate judicial time and case
weights. As a result, the Committee recommended to the
Supreme Court, and the Court approved, an amendment to
Administrative Rule 8. Thefollowing new case type catego-
rieswill be effective on January 1, 2002:

¢ Murder MU
¢ Class A Felony AF
¢ Class B Felony BF
¢ Class C Felony CF
¢ PC cases PC
¢ Civil Collections CcC
¢ M ortgage Foreclosures MF

1. The Former Crimina Felony now will be broken up.

2. CasesinwhichtheDeath Penalty or LifeWithout Parole
issought will not have adistinct casetype designation but will
be counted separately on the back of thereport. Thereport will
ask, “Of casesreported asbeingfiled thisquarter, inhow many
did the prosecution seek the Death Penalty? In how many did
the prosecution seek Life Without Parole?’

Thus, Death Penalty cases and Life Without Parole cases
will haveto be counted and reported separately.

3. Effective 1/1/2002, the CP category will still exist, but it
will exclude Civil Collection cases - (CC) and Mortgage
Foreclosure- (MF).

4. Civil Collection cases will include: Proceeding supple-
mental asan independent action—thiswould includeaforeign
judgment being enforced as a proceeding supplemental, a

federal judgment being enforced or ajudgment on restitution;
L awsuits on notes and accounts;

General collection lawsuits — this would include actions by
collection agencies, doctors, finance companies, hospitals, etc.

Any landlord —tenant lawsuits for collection or gjectment;

Tax warrants—where the Indiana Department of Revenueisa
party.

Any action filed as a small claim is EXCLUDED from the
Civil Collection category and will continueto be counted asa
small claim, even if it includes collection, landlord-tenant
disputes, etc.

5. Mortgage Foreclosure—MF will be another new casetype
category. It will include casesin which a mortgage on real
property is sought to be foreclosed.

6. PC — Petitions for Post Conviction relief. Presently, the
Quarterly Case Status Report (QSR) callsfor the number
of PC cases, but PC is not a case type category under
AdministrativeRule8. Under thepresent provisions, PC’s
arefiled under the original Felony or Misdemeanor case.
Many courtsexpressed difficulty in counting PC petitions
because they are not issued separate case numbers. This
persuaded the Committee to recommend to the Supreme
Court that PC should be a separ ate cases type.

Beginning in 2002, PC will be a separate case type cat-
egory. Thus, when a petition for post conviction relief is
filed, it will receive a new PC case number. PC caseswill
not have a separate weight under the weighted caseload
measur es system and will still beincluded as a post judg-
ment matter within theoriginal criminal cases.

7. Deferred and Diverted caseswill be counted as disposed at
thetimethey arediverted or deferred. In addition tothe new
case type categories, the Supreme Court has approved a
change in the method of case type disposition. Presently
casesthat aredeferred or diverted through aprosecutorial
diversionor deferral programremain onthecourt’s" pend-
ing” count until the prosecutor movesto dismissthem or
thedefendant isbrought back intothesystem and the case
is disposed through some other method. This circum-
stance skewsthe court’ s statistics because the court hasto

continued on page 6
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Judicial Technology And Automation Committee JT‘AB

Moving the Indiana Justice System into the 21% Century

"We want to create a technology infrastructure that will enable the judicial system to be more efficient,

responsive, and productive."

Inorder todevelopauniformpolicy
on implementation of information tech-
nology by the Indiana judicial system,
the Supreme Court of Indiana at the
1999 Indiana Judicial Conference
formed a Judicial Technology and Au-
tomation Committee (JTAC) chaired by
Justice Frank Sullivan, Jr. Other mem-
bers of the committee include Judges
Cynthia Ayers, Sherry L. Biddinger-
Gregg, Christopher L. Burnham, Dean
A. Colvin, Jeffery J. Dywan, Paul
Mathias, Ted Najam, and Loretta H.
Rush. TheCommittee’ schargeincludes,
but isnot limited to, the devel opment of
along-rangestrategy for technology and
automationinIndiana sjudicial system,
including possible approachesfor fund-
ing and implementation as well as the
development of standards for judicial
information case management systems,
judicial data processing, electronic fil-
ing, deployment and use of judicial
information on the Internet, and for all
related technologies used in the courts.
In short, the primary role of JTAC isto
provide leadership and governance re-
garding the use of technology in the
courts in an effort to better serve the
people of Indiana.

Inthisregard, the Indiana Supreme
Court recently requested that the Gen-
eral Assembly appropriate $11.82
millionfor the FY 2001-2003 biennium
to implement the “Judicial Technology
and Automation Project.” Thisrequest,
if funded, will:

e AllowIndianatria courtsand court
clerks to manage their caseloads faster
and more cost-effectively.

*  Provideusersof Indianatrial court
information, notably law enforcement

agencies, state policymakers and the
public with more timely, accurate, and
comprehensiveinformation.

* Reducethecost of trial court opera-
tions borne by Indiana counties.

* Examine the feasihility of imple-
menting important technological
innovationsin Indiana trial courts.

JTAC isconvinced that the Indiana
judicial system must approach the fu-
turewith aspirit of cooperation, vision,
and enthusiasm. These three currents
dictate that technology will make our
judicial system better only if its devel-
opment and applications are actively
managed and that we receive the input
and support from those who interact
regularly with the
judicid system. J
TACwill provide
the courts with a
permanent forum
in which to ad-
dressthepromise
andtheproblems
posed by modern communication and
information technologies. It will also
provide the important bridge between
the judicial branch and the others in-
volved in the “justice system.”

Although there are over 400 sepa-
rate courts in Indiana and 92 clerks,
from the public's perspective there is
but one judicia branch which encom-
passes trial and appellate judges, their
immediate staffs, clerks' offices, execu-
tive and administrative operations, and
other court personnel, such ascourt com-
missioners, interpreters, and reporters.
And just beyond the boundaries of the
judicial branch there are alarge number
of public agencies and private institu-
tions that have regular, functional

interactionswiththejudicia system, such
as the police, the Bureau of Motor Ve-
hicles(BMV), departmentsof probation
and correction, family and socia ser-
vice agencies, prosecutors and public
defenders, andtheprivatebar. Together,
theseother groupsandthejudicial branch
are part of an overall “justice system.”

Due to the autonomous nature of
thevariousgroupsinvolvedinthis“jus
ticesystem,” historically there hasbeen
little uniformity or coordination on the
use of technology among the groups.
Moreover, due to the autonomous na-
tureof thetrial courts, therehasnot been
much coordination within the judicial
branch. Employment of court person-
nel, funding, use of technol ogy and many

"...the technology infrastructure and e-services
availabletothelndianajudicial systemlagfar behind that
of the private sector, other agenciesin the state, and other
courts across the nation."

aspects of court operations are handled
andfunded at thelocal level. Asaresult,
court structures and court related ser-
viceshavevaried widely from county to
county. Not surprisingly, the technol-
ogy infrastructure and e-services
available to the Indianajudicial system
lag far behind that of the private sector,
other agencies in the state, and other
courts across the nation.

In direct response to the fact of a
lag, the growing public demand for ac-
cess to judicial information, and the
strong desire to improve, the Supreme
Court of Indiana formed JTAC to help
advance the appropriate use of technol-
ogy by theIndianajudicial system. The
purpose of JTAC is to provide leader-

continued on page 5
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...simply taking existing technol ogies and fully applying them to the practice of law and to the courts

will give some indication of what we may realistically expect. Many of the current users of the judicial system

will benefit.

shipinanareathat hastraditionally been without leadership. A
long-term forecast of what isin store for the courtsis nearly
impossible. Information and communication technologiesare
changing too rapidly to make confident predictions more than
afew yearsahead. However, simply taking existing technolo-
gies and fully applying them to the practice of law and to the
courtswill give someindication of what we may realistically
expect. Many of the current users of the judicial system will
benefit. Most importantly, the people of Indianawill benefit.
Their judicial system will use modern technology to improve
efficiency, responsiveness and productivity. Areas of impact
could include courtroom, case, juror, witness, attorney, and
court scheduling; electronic filing, transfer, and real time
multiple point accessto pleadings and the casefile; electronic
recording of court proceedings; electronic maintenance and
long term storage of court records; and devel opment of man-
agement reportshel pful to efficient allocation of resourcesand
personnel.

JTAC isprepared to do what it takesto bring the Indiana
judicial system into the 21% Century. We want to create a
technology infrastructurethat will enablethejudicial systemto
bemoreefficient, responsive, and productive. Theoverall task
of JTAC will beto createwithinthe next fiveyearsastatewide
court communications and informati on processing network to
serve the “justice system” — courts, other state and local
agencies, the general assembly, the bar, and the public. Tothe
extent technically and economically feasible, creation of this
statewide network will be accomplished by building upon
information technology that isaready in place and gradually
migrating from existing systems. JTAC will encourage local
initiatives within the context of statewide interconnectivity.

Sinceall the courtsin the state will conform to acommon
set of standards, it will be possible to create a data warehouse
of judicia information. The judicial information created by
the court will be readily availableto other state agencies such
as the state police and the Bureau of Motor Vehicles. All
dispositions will be reported and all license suspensions will
be up-loaded in a timely fashion. Moreover, the central
repository of informationwill allow querying and reportingon
alevel that is simply not possible today. Thiswill allow the
judiciary and thelegislatureto makeinformed policy decisions
by having reliable and up-to-date information.

Of course, technology should not be viewed as a panacea
for all of the woes of the judicial system. The temptation to

automate ssimply for the sake of automation must be resisted.
Instead, applicationsof technol ogy in court management should
be assessed by determining whether they decrease time and
labor associated with existing tasks, permit the cost-effective
accomplishment of useful tasks not previously feasible, or
permit elimination of unnecessary tasks. Technology should
enhance productivity, reduce delay, or otherwise be more
cost-effective than non-technical alternatives.

Technology must be perceived as useful and usableby its
users, including many persons outside of the judicial branch,
most significantly the bar and thegeneral public. Theextent to
which asystemisused will determine whether it is ultimately
worthwhile. In order to properly evaluate progress, the com-
mittee must set objective, measurable goals to be reached
within areasonable period of time. Only by setting and mea-
suring objective goals can the JTAC determine which
technological projects should be promoted and which should
bediscarded. Without concretegoals, there could be atempta-
tion to declare every technology project a success.

Only by engaging in acontinuing process of reassessment
and re-evaluation can the courts determine when technology
has succeeded, failed to meet expectations, or been superseded
by new developments. That reassessment and re-evaluation
must bedirected not only at the specific application of technol-
ogy but also at the judicial system itself, since technological
developmentsmay create opportunitiesfor re-engineering court
operations, thereby improving thejudicial process. Insum, the
judiciary must remain technologically and operationally vigi-
lant.

As we head down this path of modernizing our judicial
system, JTAC seeksyour input on how we should proceed. If
you haveasuggestion on how our courtscan utilizetechnology
better, please contact us. We are looking forward to working
with all the constituents of our justice system aswe moveinto
the 21% century.

Kurt Snyder recently joined thestaff of thelndianaSupreme
Court Division of State Court Administration as the Director
and Counsel of Trial Court Technology. Inthiscapacity, heis
the principal staff person for the Judicial Technology
Automation Committeeandthestate’ spresenceonthelnternet.
Healso servesasan adjunct professor for the K elley School of
Business at Indiana University teaching business law and a
course on business computer applications.
ksnyder@courts.state.in.us
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Judicial Technology And Automation Committee JTﬁE

UPDATE: JTAC - Internet Access and E-mail Initiative

The Judicial Technology and
Automation Committee (JTAC) is
making progress on its e-mail/Internet
initiative. The committee's goal is to
enableevery judicial officer and el ected
clerk to have accessto e-mail and to the
Internet as soon as possible. Since the
start of the project last October,
approximately one hundred new

computersand forty-nineused computers
have been delivered to Indiana’ s courts
and clerks' offices. In addition, the
committeehasprovided severa thousand
dollars to help pay for Internet service
providers. As a result, scores of new
judges and clerks now have e-mail and
accesstothelnternet! Thoseof youwho
have been on the information highway

New Parenting Time Guidelines

Parenting Time Guidelines Adopted by Supreme Court

for some time, please encourage and
help your colleagues in this endeavor.
This project was made possible by
federal grant fundsobtained throughthe
Indiana Criminal Justice Institute.

If you are a judicial officer of a
court of record or an elected clerk and
you do not have e-mail, please contact
Kurt Snyder at (317) 233-2778.

The Supreme Court of I ndiana adopted Parenting Time Guidelines effective March 31,
2001. After two yearsof hard work, the Domestic Relations Committee of the Judicial Conference
of Indiana submitted the guidelines to the Supreme Court.

Thecommittee devel oped and used
the results of three surveys with the
assistance of the |.U. Public Opinion
Laboratory. Judges, members of the
Family Law Section of thelndianaState
Bar Association, and mental health
professionals who deal with children
and families participated in the survey.
Also, the committee received and
reviewed numerous comments from

continued from page 3

report aspending casesinwhichthere
isnojudicial action to betaken.

Beginning in 1/1/2002, the Quar -
terly Case StatusReport, Part |1, will
beamended tor eflect number of cases
that have been placed on diversion or
deferral duringthequarter. Thecases
will be counted as* disposed by defer-
ral” if they are infractions or “disposed
by diversion” if they arecriminal cases.
Aswith casesthat are counted as de-
posed duetoFailureto Appear (FTA)
or FailuretoPay (FTP), deferred and
diverted cases which are counted as
disposed cannot be counted again,

membersof thepublic, advocacy groups,
and expertsin the area.

Indiana sParenting TimeGuidelines
arebased onthe devel opmental stagesof
achildand arecentered onthechild. Itis
presumed they will be used in all cases,
excluding family violence, substance
abuse or situations that endanger the
child. “Parenting Time” isthenew term

even if the defendant is prosecuted
eventually.

8. Litigantswithout attorneys- Changes
toNarrativequestionson QCSR. Else-
where in this issue the readers will
notethat Indianahasbeen awarded a
grant to assess and assist pro se ser-
vicesin our courts. Trial judgesand
court staff report anecdotally agrow-
ing increase in the number of
unrepresented litigants. We plan to
capture information that would give
us a mor e accur ate assessment of the
number of unrepresented litigants.

Beginning on 1/1/2002, the QCSR

used for visitation to emphasize the
importance of the time the child spends
with hisher parents. The guidelines
cover communication, transportation,
clothing, information exchange,
holidays, distance concerns and other
areas for infants, school age children
and teenagers. Copies are available at
the web site of the Supreme Court of
Indianaat www.state.in.ug/judiciary.

will ask if one or both of the partiesin
each case type category is not repre-
sented by an attorney.

It is very important that all courts
and clerks notify the case management
program vendor of these changes im-
mediately in order to give the vendors
sufficient time to adjust each system
systems. Questions about these
changes should be directed to Lilia
Judson, Rebecca Malott, or Lori
Schumacher at 317-232-2542, or
l[judson@courts.state.in.us,
bmalott@courts.state.in.us, or
Ischumac@courts.state.in.us.
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Commission Issues
Advisory Opinion
Affecting Part-time
Judges

| n November, 2000,
the Indiana Commission on
Judicial Qualificationsissued
Advisory Opinion #1-00.

The Advisory Opinion concluded
that the Code of Judicial Conduct, which
prohibits part-time judges from practic-
inglawintheir own courts, also prohibits
themfrompracticinglaw inany division
or courtroom of aunified court inwhich
they serve as part-time judges. Judges
whose courts or practices were affected
by this decision were invited to contact
the Commission within 30 days of the
opinion to seek a reasonable extension
of the rule’ s applicability. The opinion
does not apply to pro tem judges.

The opinion also restated the rule
that part-time judges may not practice
law in any courts “ subject to the appel-
latejurisdiction” of the courts on which
the part-time judges serve. Therefore,
asthe Code alwayshasprovided, apart-
time judge in a court in which appeals
are filed, or to which requests for de
novo review are filed, may not practice
inthose“lower” courtswhosedecisions
might be reviewed by the part-time
judge’s court. The Commission also
determined that theserestrictionsonthe
practices of part-time judges do not ap-
ply to partnersand associates of part-time
judges.

Call 317 232-4706 or write to
mbabcock @courts.state.in.usfor acopy

of the opinion.

Indiana Court Times

Special Projects and Committees

Pro Se Project and Committee

ThelndianaSupreme Court wasawarded agrant by the State Justice
Ingtitutefor astatewidepro seoffice. A 15-member advisory committeewill
directtheproject. Thecommitteewill includejudges, circuit court clerksand
legal services representatives. The project calls for a two-person office
which would be within the Division of State Court Administration. One
person will be paid with court and grant fundsand onewould beaVISTA
volunteer. Theofficewill initiateapil ot proseproject withthelL egal Services
Organizationof IndianainMonroeCounty. Devel opinguniformstatewide
court formsfor useby pro selitigantswould bean additional primary goal .
Formswould also betranslated into Spanish. Questions about this project
should be directed to David Remondini at (317) 232-2550, LiliaJudson at
(317) 232-2542, or Jane Seigel at (317) 232-1313 or e-mail at
dremondi @courts.state.in.us, ljudson@courts.  state.in.us,
jseigel @courts.state.in.us.

Committee on Voice Recognition Technology

Last year, the Supreme Court formed an ad hoc committee of
interested judgesto study theadvancementsinvoicerecognitiontechnol ogy
anditsapplicationtocourt reporting services. TheHon. Dan Vander pooal,
Wabash Circuit, chairsthecommitteewhosemembersincluded M agistr ate
Hal Brueseke, St. Joseph ProbateCourt, the Hon. Terrance Cody,
Floyd Circuit Court, theHon. Stephen Heiman, Bartholomew Cir cuit
Court, theHon. Frederick Schurger, Adams Circuit Court, and the
Hon. Jeffrey R. Smith, Carroll Superior Court. The committee has
already seen a demonstration by Audioscribe, a vendor that uses steno
mask and voi cerecognitiontechnology. TheMissouri court administrator’s
office piloted Audioscribe in a project involving two court reporters.
Within the next two months, the Committee will view ademonstration by
Stenoscribe, another vendor using steno mask and voice recognition
technology. This time, court reporters will also attend the session.
Questionsabout thisproject may bedirected to Andy Straw or LiliaJudson
at (317) 232-2542 or |judson@courts.state.in.us.

Committee on Local Rules

The Indiana Supreme Court Committee on Rules of Practice and
Procedure asked the Supreme Court to appoint a group of judges and
lawyers to examine the local court rules of Indiana's courts and to
recommendamodel structurefor suchrules. The SupremeCourt appointed
the Hon. Margaret Robb, Indiana Court of Appeals, to chair the
committee. The Local Rules Committee will report its findings and
recommendations to the Rules Committee. The first step in this process
will beacompilation of all existinglocal rules. Soon, al judgesand clerks
will receiveareguest fromthecommitteefor all local rules. Pleasedoyour
best to compile your rules and provide them to the committee. Questions
should be directed to Lilia Judson at (317) 232-2542 or e-mail at

|judson@courts.state.in..us.
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Legal Motions features personnel changesin the Indiana judiciary. If you have any news of
retirements, resignations, new appointments, or people on the move, we would be happy to featureit.

Appointment of New Judges:

Fulton Superior Court, The Hon Wayne Steele, effective 1/1/01.
He replaces Judge Rosemary Burke.
Grant Superior Court 2, TheHon. Randall Johnson, effective 1/1/01.
He replaces Judge Thomas Wright.
Hancock Circuit Court, TheHon. Richard Culver, effective 1/1/01.
He replaces Judge Raymond Robak.

** Judge Culver was Superior Court 2 Judge.
Hancock Superior Court 2, The Hon. Jeanne M. Hamilton, effec-
tive 1/10/01. She replaces Judge Richard Culver.
Hendricks Superior Court 1, The Hon. Robert Freese, effective 1/
1/01. He replaces Judge Mary Lee Comer.
Jasper Superior Court 2, The Hon. Robert Monfort, Court abol-
ished as of 10/27/00.

Jay Circuit Court, TheHon. Brian Hutchison, effective /1/01 He
replaces Judge Tom Diller.
Johnson Superior Court 1, The Hon. Kevin Barton, effective 10/1/
00. Hereplaces Judge James Coachys.
Lake Superior Court, The Hon. Tom Stefaniak, effective 1/29/01.
He replaces Judge James Clement.
Marion Superior Court, TheHon. CynthiaAyerselected as presid-
ing judge.
Marion Superior Court, The Hon. Becky Pierson-Treacy, effective
1/1/01. Shereplacesretiring Judge Taylor Baker.
Marion Superior Court, TheHon. Scherry K. Reid, effective 1/1/01.
She replaces Judge David Shaheed.
Marion Superior Court, The Hon. Robert Altice, effective 1/1/01.
He replaces retiring Judge William Mercuri (pro-tem).
Marion Superior Court, TheHon. Grant Hawkins, effective 1/1/01.
He replaces Judge Michael Jensen (pro-tem).

** Judge Jensen returned to Magistrate position
Marion Superior Court, TheHon. William Nelson, effective /1/01.
He replaces retiring Judge David Jester.
**Marion Superior Court, Sr. Judge Richard Huston, pro-tem,
effective 11/1/00. He replaces retiring Judge Susan Macey-Thomp-
son.
Marion Superior Court, The Hon. Clark Rogers, effective 1/1/01.
He replaces retiring Judge David Hensel.

** Judge Rogers was juvenile magistrate.
Marion Superior Court, The Hon. John Hanley, effective 1/1/01.
He replaces retiring Judge John Price.
Marion Superior Court, TheHon. SheilaCarlisle, effective 1/1/01.
She replaces retiring Judge Ruth Reichard.
Marion Superior Court, The Hon. Mark Stoner, effective 1/1/01.
He replaces retiring Judge Richard Sallee.
Marion Superior Court, The Hon. William Y oung, effective 1/1/01.
He replaces retiring Judge Richard Huston (pro-tem).

Marion Superior Court, TheHon. Michael Keele, effective 1/1/01.
He replaces retiring Judge Charles Wiles.
Morgan Circuit Court, TheHon. Matthew Hanson, effective 1/1/01.
He replaces Judge F. Daniel Gettlefinger.

Newton Circuit Court, The Hon. Jeryl Leach, effective 1/1/01. He
replaces Judge William Sammons.

Perry Circuit Court, TheHon. James McEntarfer, effective 1/1/01.
He replaces Judge David Evrard.

Pike Circuit Court, The Hon. Lee F. Baker, effective 1/1/01. He
replaces Judge Marvin Stratton.

Pulaski Superior Court, The Hon. Patrick Blankenship, effective
1/1/01. Hereplaces Judge Lisa Traylor-Wolf.

St. Joseph Superior, TheHon. Michael Scopelitis, effective 10/01/00.
He replaces retiring Judge George Beamer.

Vander burgh Superior, TheHon. Brett Niemeier, effective 1/1/01.
He replaces Judge Robert Lensing.

Vander burgh Superior, TheHon. Mary Margaret Parkinson, effec-
tive 1/1/01. She replaces Judge Maurice O’ Connor.

Warrick Superior Court, The Hon. Keith Meier, effective 1/1/01.
He replaces Judge Edward Campbell.

New Courts For 2001

Marion Superior Court (Domestic Violence), 1/1/01. The Hon.
Linda Brown presiding.

CassSuperior Court, 1/1/01 TheHon. Richard Maughmer presiding.

Elkhart Superior Court, 1/1/01 The Hon. David Bonfiglio presiding.
** Judge Bonfiglio was juvenile magistrate.

Tippecanoe Superior Court, 1/1/01 The Hon. Michael Morrissey

presiding.

Pro-Tems
Parke Circuit Court John Lurton Asbury, effective 12/18/00
until March 31, 2001.

Appointment of New M agistrates:
Elkhart County, The Hon. Deborah Domine, 1/1/2001.

Johnson County, The Hon. Richard Tandy, effective 10/10/00.
L ake County, The Hon. Ellen Szarleta, effective 8/9/00.
L ake County, The Hon. Natalie Bokota, effective 10/23/00.

Termination of Magistrates:
Cass County, Robert Justice, 12/31/00, position abolished with
establishment of new court.

Johnson County, The Hon. William Barrett, effective 10/9/00.
Lake County, T. Edward Page, effective 10/22/00.
Marion County: Diane Moore, 1/1/2001.
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New Employees Join Staff at Division of State Court

Administration

Andrew U.D. Straw, Statistical
Analyst.

Andy Straw joined the Division of
State Court Administration in August,
2000. Heearned aB.A. in English and
Philosophy (minor in Palitical Science),
an M.S. in Language Education, and a
Juris Doctor from IndianaUniversity at
Bloomington. Prior tojoining the Divi-
sion staff, Andy worked in Virginiafor
philanthropist Alan M. Voorhees on
projects promoting excellence in state
andloca government. Foremost of these
was an effort to automate all local gov-
ernment information related to land
records in historic Richmond County.
Andy was a member of the Virginia
State Bar’' s Technology Task Force and
co-chair of the Education of Bar and
Bench subcommittee. Andy’s spouse,
Paola, is from Italy, and she teaches
Chineseat | U-Bloomington whilework-
ing on her Ph.D.

Teresa Christopher, Program Co-
ordinator for the Office of GAL/
CASA.

Teresabegan her career asan Edu-
cational SpecialistwiththeUnited States
Air Forcein 1982. Inthat capacity, she
provided early education servicesto Air
Force familiesand children stationed at
Grissom AFB, Peru, Indiana. In 1994,
shereturned to college and graduated at
thetop of her classin 1997 with aBach-
elor of Science Degree from Indiana
University majoringin Criminal Justice
and Psychology. Shetrained to become
a CASA Volunteer in 1992, in Miami
County and, in 1996, became Director
of the Miami County CASA Program.
She served in that capacity until July of
2000 when she became the Program
Coordinator for the Indiana State Office

of GAL/CASA. Inher current position,
she works a as a liaison for the State
Office, providing support and training
for Indiana’ s 71 CASA Programs.

Teresaand her husband Bill reside
in Noblesville, Indiana. They havetwo
sons, Ryan 14 and Aaron 6.

Teresa has served as Coordinator
of the Miami County Child Protection
Team, and President of the Miami
County Chapter of the Child Abuse Pre-
vention Council. Shehasalso servedon
the Board of Directorsfor the American
Cancer Society and Indiana Advocates
for Children.

Chasity Thompson, Law Clerk for
the Commission on Race and Gen-
der Fairness.

Chasity, a native of Montgomery,
AL, earned degreesin Englishand Busi-
ness Administration and graduated
MagnaCum Laudefrom Alabama State
University and an M.B.A. from Auburn
University. Chasity movedtolndianato
pursueaJuris Doctorate at IndianaUni-
versity School of Law- Indianapalis. She
isthe Student Representativeonthe Fac-
ulty Appointments Committee, aCLEO
fellow, Indiana State Bar Association
scholarshiprecipient, BLSA Vice- Presi-
dent, and sheservesin variouscapacities
with the Student Government Associa
tion.

During her undergraduate and
graduate studies, Chasity worked onthe
school newspaper and as a Student Ar-
chivist at the Alabama Department of
Archivesand History. Asanintern, she
helped develop procedures for a new
division at Fortune Magazine's “Best
Company to Work For in1998". In her
current position, Chasity will conduct

research, organize and maintain the
records of the commission, and gener-
ally provide support to the commission
in carrying out its duties.

Committedto philanthropy, Chasity
coordinatedthe Target SuccessProgram,
which encourages*“at risk” youth to ex-
plore college and career options and
expose them to more cultural and com-
munity serviceactivities. Shetutored at
ShortridgeMiddle School and currently
workswith aweekend program designed
to expose middle school studentsto law
related fields and encourage personal
growth and devel opment.

Chasity is the daughter of Felton
and Vera Thompson. She has one
brother, Felton 11, a sophomore in col-

lege.

Jana Matthews, Indiana CLEO
Program Coordinator.

JanaMatthewsis arecent graduate
of Indiana University School of Law-
Indianapolis(JD ' 00) and anew admittee
tothelndianaBar. Shehasworked asa
law clerk in the Division of State Court
Administration since the summer of
1998, her first year inlaw school. Prior
to attending law school, Jana obtained
her BA in Political SciencefromWright
State University in Dayton, Ohio. Dur-
ing her law school studies, Jana was
involved in the Association for Public
Interest Law and the Phi Alpha Delta
Legal Fraternity, Inc. Janaisamember
of the first class of Indiana CLEO fel-
lows and has been an active participant
and supporter of IndianaCLEO sinceits
inceptionin1997. AsthelndianaCLEO
Coordinator, Janaisresponsible for en-
hancing the programs and services
provided to the Indiana CLEO fellows.
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Our godl is to foster communications, respond to con-
cerns, and contribute to the spirit and pride that encom-
passesthework of all membersof thejudiciary aroundthe
state. We welcome your comments, suggestions and
news. If you have an article, advertisement, announce-
ment, or particular issue you would like to see in our
publication, please contact us.

If you would liketo receive this newsletter via
e-mail, or by accessing our website, please send a
message to dguthrie@courts.state.in.us to have
your nameaddedtoour electroniclistand removed
from our hardcopy mailing list.

Editorial Board

Lilia G. Judson, Executive Director

Meg Babcock, Counsel

Deborah Guthrie-Jones, Production Coordinator

Contributors. MegBabcock, Jeff Bercovitz, LiliaJudson,
Dave Remondini, Kurt Snyder.

Please Circulateto Co-workers

This newsletter reports on
important administrative matters.

For future reference, add it to your
Trial Court Administrative Manual.




